That differences in economic development exist between
nations is clear. The problem is how to improve the
situation of the poorer countries. This must be done
initially at the root cause through land reform if any
trade policy is to be effective. If this could be estab-
lished, the rate of economic increase might be a surprise
to all. The difficulty, of course, is that the basic mono-
poly is so well entrenched and rarely examined. Mr.
Saunders, however, might benefit from further examining
Hong Kong, the economic progress of which has been
remarkable and where there is no primary production
and no tariff barriers.

SHOULD,THE LAND BE
NATIONALISED?

AN ARTICLE by Colin Clark in The Director con-

demning land nationalisation was the subject of wide-
spread reports in the daily papers (perhaps the nearness
of the General Election had something to do with this)
but another article on the same subject by Mr, A. C.
Thomas, F.R.I.C.S. in the Municipal Journal attracted less
attention.

In his skilfully written and entertaining article Mr.
Thomas puts forward the case for land nationalisation,
not on any grounds of political dogma or social justice,
nor even primarily in order to recoup for the community
future increases in land value—although he says that this
argument *“‘contains enough truth to be convincing.” What
Mr. Thomas is really concerned about is the spiritual
rather than the material. “Basically,” he says, “we want
to go on improving the human environment in the spheres
which govern our spiritual development; on the basis of
abundance we want to re-create for everyone the possi-
bilities of spacious, all-round living which were once
enjoyed by the few; in place of the factory-hand at the
conveyor belt and the commuter with his briefcase we
want to encourage a re-birth of the complete, many-sided
individual who flourished briefly in the renaissance.”

These objectives are perfectly feasible, says Mr. Thomas,
and are attainable without the nationalisation of industry.
But, he goes on, “I do not see it being done within the
framework of the continued private ownership of build-
ing land.” The reason Mr. Thomas gives for this view
is that the society he envisages depends first of all upon
material prosperity, that material prosperity depends upon
economic flexibility and that economic flexibility is
hindered by the individual ownership of plots of land.

While we would not agree with Mr. Thomas’ line of
reasoning, nor with his solution to the problem, we are
in strong sympathy with his objectives. His concern that
society will never reach its peak under a system of private
land ownership is ours. Mr. Thomas does not go into
the details of land nationalisation. “How best to achieve
the transfer (to public ownership) is very much another
matter,” he says. Maybe he would be happy to accept
a 100 per cent tax on land rent as achieving the same
object.
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Speaking of the “classless technician™ he says, *. . . they
are prepared to differentiate between what is earned and
what is unearned; between what is replaceable and what
is irreplaceable; between private ownership of the game’s
apparatus and private ownership of the pitch on which
the game is played; and they will expect the legislature
to be capable of similarly differentiating.” Let us hope
he is right.

Colin Clark’s article in The Director was very much
in contrast. Any attempt to recoup increased land values
for the community through land commissions or regulated
land sales, he said, is completely and utterly impracticable.
The same object could be more simply and efficiently
attained by a tax on the unimproved value of land.

This last comment did not find its way into every news-
paper report but many of them enthusiastically quoted a
defence of land speculation. “It is one of the simplest
propositions of elementary economic theory,” said Mr.
Clark, “that speculation, so interminably denounced from
political platforms, is in fact socially beneficial. If land
speculation ceased, buyers and sellers would be faced
with even more violent price movements than they are
at present.”

It is difficult to know exactly how Colin Clark defines
land speculation. The land agent, the man who buys and
sells land in the same way that an estate agent buys and
sells houses, is obviously performing a useful and very
necessary service in bringing buyer and seller together
and satisfying the market. Naturally he makes money
out of it — he must be compensated for his services
under the present system. The middleman, the “specula-
tor”"—if one likes to call him that—performs a valuable
economic function, but not the man who buys up plots in
the path of new development—acting on shrewd judg-
ment or perhaps on “inside information”—who is content
to sit back for many years, ready to make a “killing”
when the time is ripe; this man performs no useful ser-
vice, he is a bane to society, although it is society by its
land tenure laws which encourages such acts and that
is ultimately responsible,

A land - value tax such as Colin Clark envisages would
of course put paid to the second type of speculator but
would leave the first largely unaffected.

SITE-VALUE RATING IN THE
LIMELIGHT

E SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION of the Whitstable

Survey on site-value rating conducted by the Rating
and Valuation Association has led to much further dis-
cussion and criticism of the problems and principles
involved. This is all to the good, for the wider publicity
that the report has obtained has regenerated interest in a
subject of major importance that has been allowed to
lapse too long. More important, perhaps, is the recurring
nature of these rigorous analyses. Criticism, suggestions,
wholehearted support and outright condemnation continue
unabated.
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